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BUSINESS IN NEBRASKA 
Prep a red b y the Bure a", o f 8 1,II;n"'l. Relear e b. Colle,e of a .... in e •• Adm in i.trat io n 
AGRICULTURE IN NEBRASKA 
In the decade from 1954 to 1904 in Nebraska the number of farma confirm the continuation of trends that have been apparent (or 
dro pped more than a fifth and thei r average lize grew by more many years. 
than a fourth; the total value of farm land and buildings and the A long-term compari,on of some of the information supplied by 
value per acre rOle by more than 50". and the value per farm by the pr eliminary report for the Itate a8 a whole is contained in 
mOre than 90"'; irdgated acreage increased 85%; the value or farm Table I b..low. Similar data nave been published for the three CO~ 
product! sold rOBe more than 50%. the average Balea per farm greaaional dis tr icta of the a tate and (o r 22 count iea. 2 The reporta 
nearly doubled, and the importance of livestock r elative to erops for the state. the diatriets. and the counties are for sale by the 
in farm ineome eontinued to increase; the exodus from the farm. Bureau of the Census and Departm ent of Commerce Field Offiees 
particularLy of younger persons. persisted . and the average age of at 10? each . 
farm operatou and the proportion OVer 65 rOle to new highs; the Some of the interesting long-term comparisons that may be noted 
proportion of operators in r elidence and the proportion of tenancy from Table I are as follows: 
conUnued t o decline , while the proportion wo rking off the farm 
increased subs tanUally. 
These are some of the intereating and important (acta disc.Losed 
by the preliminary report of the 1964 U. S. Census of Agriculture. 
,--
whic h recently became available. For the most part they simply 
IThis is the 18t h such census taken since the beginning in 1840. 
From that date to 1920 the cenlUS was a decennial one taken in 
the S<UTle yeau as the Census of Population. Sinc;e the latter date 
the fre quency has been doubled. The final report will c;ontain 
much more information than that contained in the preliminary re-
port now available. Unfortunately. the speed of compiling and 
publishing the data does not come clole t o matching the accuraey 
and detail of the information provided. It i~ to be hoped that the 
final report on the 1964 Census will be published before the next 
one is taken. 
(I ) The value of land and buildings per ac;re and pe r farm dee lined 
by mOre than two -thirds be twe en 1920 and 1940 but have been 
c;limbi ng steadily for the palt 25 ye ars. 
(2) The big increase in irrigation eame during the deeade o f the 
(if tie •. when irrigated ac;reage m o re than doubled . 
(3) The total aereage devoted to agrieulture in the $late was exaet-
Iy the same in 1964 as twenty (Continued on page 4) 
2Cedar , Dakot a . Douglas. Gage. Grant . Holt , Hooker. Kearney , 
Keya Paha , Knox, Logan. Loup. MePherson. P laUe . Polk. Rock. 
Seward. Sheridan. Sherman. Sioux, Thomas. and Wheeler . Pre -
sumably . the reporl$ for the remaining eountie. will be inued 
within t he near futur e . It is not antieipated that c;ounty data will 
be publis hed in Bu s jneso in. Nebraska, but sueh information is 
available u pon requeat. 
TABLE 1 
FARM NUMBERS. ACREAGE. SIZE AND VALUE IN NEBRASKA 1920-1964 
10 20 1°25 10 30 10 35 ]940 ]945 1950 1954 1959 
·Pereentage Change 
] 964+ 1954-1 964 
Nebr. U.S. 
Number of Farms 
(thousands) lZ4.4 127.7 129.5 133.6 121.1 111.8 107.2 100 .8 90.5 80 . 2 - ZO • - 34 .0 Acres in Farms 
(millions) 42.2 4J..0 44.7 46.6 47.3 47.8 47 . 5 47.5 47.8 47.8 • 0 .6 - '.1 Irrigated Aeres in Farms 
(thou.and s ) NA NA 404 .5 345.4 473.8 631.8 904.5 1.171.4 2.077 . 9 2.171.1 • 85 . 3 • 25 .1 Value of Land I< Building! 
(billion $) 3.7 '.5 '.5 1.6 l.l 1.7 '.8 3.5 .. , 5.3 • 51. 4 • 66.4 Per Farm (thousand $I 29.8 19. 8 19 . 3 11 .7 , .. 15.2 25.9 34.4 46.8 66.2 • n.4 • 152 .0 Per Ac;re (dollars) 87.91 60.06 55.81 33 .5 3 24.03 35.58 57.58 70.78 88.28 111.0 I • 56 .8 • 73.9 
Average Size o f ('"arms 
(aeres) 339 .4 329.0 345. 4 348.9 391.1 427.3 442. 9 470.9 527 .8 596.2 • H .6 • 45.1 
Number of Farms by Size 
(thousands) 
Len than 10 ac;rel 1.8 ,., 3.7 5.3 <.J '.6 <.5 <.J '.5 , .. -44. 2 - 62.3 
10-49 aeres 5.3 6.' 6.5 7.' 6 .• 6.0 5.6 U ' .7 3.' - 17 .0 - 47.4 
50 - 99 ac;res 11.2 11.0 10.1 10.7 '.3 7.1 6.' 5.7 5 .1 ... - H.8 - 37.2: 
100-259 aere& 64.7 66.2 64.7 64.3 55.9 48.0 45.4 40.7 3l.2 2:4.0 
-
41.0 
-
30.0 
260-499 aere& 25.9 26.5 28.1 28.6 27.9 28.1 26 .9 27.0 26.7 24.5 - '.3 - 6 .• 
500-999 ac;re& '.7 '.5 10.3 10.5 10.6 10.8 10.6 10.7 11.3 12.2 • 14.0 • '.8 1.000 aeres or more 5.' 5.' 6.0 6.3 6.7 7.' 7.' 7.6 8 .0 8.7 • 14.5 - 34. 9 
NA - Not available . 
• Preliminary. 
Souree: U. S. Dept. of Commerce. Cenlus of Agric;ulture. 
M E A • U • N G N E 8 R A s K 8 U • N E s s 
u.s . (-iO.6%) and Nebraska (-11.4,"). Busine •• Summary 
Nebraska's retail Bales in December we r !! 5.8'10 above a year 
Nebra ska's doHar volume of hUliM!I" in November increased ago . The November -to-December c:: hange. seasonally adjusted , 
3 .4% from November. 1965 and the physical volume increased 3.1% . was +7 .6.,. . The decline in conatruction activity from last year is 
US. figure ll for the same period were +5.0," and +3.6'70 respective- reflected in t he 11. 6% decrease in building material. Groce. 
ly. Dollar volume changn from October. 1966 were - 3.4'" (Nebr.l storea (+11.0%) and farm equlpnent (+19.4'10) had the greatest in-
and -1 .3'" (U.s.) and physical volume changn for the Silmf! period creases from last year. Of the twenty-two re porting cities. seven-
were -2.. 8% (Nebr.' and ·0.5'10 (U.S.). Of the businen indieatorl t een increased from last December. The hard goods ratiO! for the 
for Nebrluka, newlpa pe r advertiaing (.1 1.3%, and manufacturing larger ettiea reflect the reduction in conatruction activity . 
e m ployme nt (. 1 1.4'10) ahow the g r eateat increaae. over a year ago. Indexea of city bUlinen indicaton rOle in all twenty·two cities 
Constru<.:tion activity remained well below laat year for both the Over the laat year. The s tate index inc reaa ed 4.S'Io. 
All figures on thil page are adjulted for leasonal <.:hangel, which means that the month·to·month ratios are relative to the normal 
Or expected changes. Figure s in Chart 1 (except the fint line) are adjusted where appropriate (or price <.:hanges. Gasoline sales 
for Nebralka are for road use only; for the United State. they are product ion in the previous month. E. L. BURGESS 
r,:,,:::::,:,,:===~::::::~~'~·=N;;,,;E;,;B;.;'~A~5~~K~A~;'~";,;d~'~h~'~~U;,;N~':;;T~E~D;;..,;5~T~A~T~~E;,;5~====911. PHYSICAL VO L UME OF BUSINESS NOV - Ne br. '10 Change from '10 Change f rom Same '10 Change from '10 of 1945 
c::::J U.s. 1945 Average Month a Year Ago Preceding Month 
eusinesl Indicatora 
Volume o f eu.inesa 
Volume of 
, etcJ 
activity 
Ufei;s;;;a;,<.:e ,ale"; -
Cas h farm marketings 
Elect ricity produced 
New,paper advertising 
Manuli"ci"Urfng emPloyment-
Othe r employment 
Galoline sales 
ISl.5 Z07.Z 
Feb. 194.0 Z07.6 
Mar. 193 .9 Z 10.3 
Apr. 190.3 Z09.0 M., I S6:5 Z06 .0 
June 19S.0 Z09.9 
July 197.7 Z10.5 
Aug. 197. S ZOS.4 
Sept. 194. S ZOS.6 
Oct. 190.6 2:09.Z 
Nov . IS5 . Z Z07.3 
ill. RETAIL SALES fo r Selected Cities. Total, Hard Goods . and Soft Good. Stores. Hard Goods include automobile, building 
material. furniture, hardware. equipment. Soft Good. include food. ga.ollne. de~rtment. clothing. and mia<.:etlaneoul Ilores. 
DEC .. Per Cent of Same Per Cent COl DEC ~.er .':'Inl ,01 ;:IOame Per ... ~nt O! Month. Telr Alo Preeedbl; Month. Ylar Alo Precedtnl . 
No. of. 
....'d 5of, Month No. of 
.... '" Soft 
Montb 
City Reports Total Ooo.!. Good. Total City Reportse Total Good. Oood. Total 
THE STATE 91' 105.S 100.6 107.6 107.6 Fremont 3J 104.9 IZ4.9 87.7 IZ 1.0 ~:~~n \ Fairbury " 103.9 105.0 IOZ.9 IZ 1. 6 ,. 99 . 3 91.7 105.5 105.S Norfolk 34 106.1 104.9 107.3 IZ4.4 88 103.0 96.4 IOS.3 10l,Z Scottabluff 35 104.4 lOS. I 10l.Z 10Z.1 ~~and bland 39 107.3 98.5 1I5.Z 113.Z Columbus 
" 
I I Z.O 106.3 117.0 12:4.6 
Hastings I 3Z 92..S 96.Z S9.9 IOS.3 McCook Z4 Izz.6 IZ7.0 119.1 115.3 
!North Platte Z2 105.1 96 .1 11 1.5 IZ7.5 York 31 104.5 113 . 3 98.9 113.8 
IV RETAIL SALES Other Cit ie a and Ruu.l Counties V RETAIL SALES, by Subgroups, for the State and Major Divisions 
, i DEC .. DEC No. o f P e r Cent of Per Cem. of Per Cent of Same Month a Ye ar Ala 
Reports'" s.m. Month' Precedini Omaha a nd ""'., Rural Locality A Yea r Ago Month Type of Store Nebraska Lincoln . Citiea Countlel 
Kearney ZO 110.1 IZ I.S ALL STOR£S'I' ' '· 105.S 10 3 .6 106.7 107.0 
Alliance Z9 113.l 134.4 Selected Servicl8 103.1 104 . 3 101. 0 104.0 
N.b, .. k, eil Z3 IOZ.8 IOS.4 Food stores III.Z 109.S 110.7 113.Z Broken Bow 17 10l.l 110.8 Grocerie s and meats 117.0 II S.Z 115.9 119.S 
Falla City 
" 
96.S I ZZ . 3 Eating and drinking pi 101.9 101.1 10Z.0 IOZ .6 
Holdrege Z3 106.Z 114.9 Dairiea and other foodl 105.1 103.7 105.9 105.7 
Chadron Z5 97.9 I Z5 .8 Equipment 99. 1 96.0 101.9 99.4 
Be atrice 
" 
105.9 109.7 Building material 88.4 86.8 80.6 97.9 
idney Z7 105 . 9 IZ9.0 Hardware dealers 96 .3 n.3 10S.S 107.7 
O. Siou)< City 
" 
99.9 S9.3 Farm equipment 119.4 140.0 Iz6.z 92..l 
Home equipment 106.1 95.1 107.6 115.7 
r.:nte lope IZ IOZ.4 108 .0 Automotive ItO res 103.3 101.3 107.1 10 1.4 
Cau Z6 99.5 111.0 Automotive dealera IOZ.5 98.4 105.Z 103.9 
Cuming 
" 
104.9 115 .6 Service a t ationa IOS.9 II Z.9 114.7 99.0 
and Hilla"'. Z8 100.S 105 .Z jMlscellaneous atores 103.S 100.4 103.7 107.3 ~-odge ... II 115.Z 117.6 General merchandise 99.9 98.Z 96 .1 105.3 [F~anklin 10 IZZ.4 97 .8 Variety store s 104.7 102:.3 105.9 105.S 
Holt 
" 
Ill. 7 134.0 Apparel store a 101.5 96.S 104.Z 103.5 
aundera 18 103.4 IOZ.3 Luxury gooda Itores 107.4 9S.4 106.3 117.5 
Thayer 10 103.2: 116 .7 Drug stores 99.1 97.0 10Z.0 9S.3 
lMilC. counti j S 60 119.1 111.1 Other a tores IZO.6 118.1 IZZ.8 IZO.9 
Li quo r storel 104.4 104.4 106.Z 103.Z 
"'Not includin Ii uor stores ".OutBide Princi al Cil g q p y •••• Not in<.:ludin g5 elected 5 e rVKeB and Li q uor Stores 
•• Including Hooker. Grant, Dawe s, Cherry. and Sheridan Counties 
I -
" 
E A S U R • • • E 8 R A S K A 8 U • • • S S 
Cent PHYSICAL VOLUME OF BUSINESS 1966 
1948 
ZlO 
,.I'V" ........ 
90 U.S. 
"';_'';.r' 
~.- ..... -NEBR. __ _ J ...... 
. . . . . . 
110 LSLAND . 
, 
, 
ISO I CIT Y 
/" 
130 : , 
110 
90 
70 
50 
Annually M_thly 
n 
19)0 1940 1950 1960 1964 
Figure s the elf"'ct. of pa.s t 
as weli <h. iuued. E. L. B. 
VI CITY BUSINESS INDICATORS 
DEC Pe r Cent Qf S;une Mo nth a Year Ago 
State Or City ..... B uilding Retail Elect r ici ty e .. Wate r Post al New.~pe r 
City Index De b i t s Activit y S"'\o!,. Consumed Conlumed Pump'd Receipts Adve r1 bing 
The State 104 .8 104 .7 61.3 105 .8 106 .2: IIZ . S 100 . 5 114.5 10Z.4 
Beat rice IIZ.9 99 .6 117 . 1 105.9 1)1.4 111 .8 146.2: 116 . 2: 106 .5 
Om,ha 100.7 101.5 56 .0 99 .3 109.6 111.8 95 .9 10l..l 100. 7 
Lincoln 10l.0 98 .4 74. 3 103 .0 IOZ .7 106 .8 I OZ.8 130.2: 99 .5 
Grand bland 108.5 115 . 1 42. . 3 107.3 106 .8 ]09 .6 100.9 11 0 . 3 
- -
Haltings 102.8 110 . 6 64 . 3 92 .8 105.9 IZO .4 96,4 111.0 98 .2: 
"' remont IOZ.9 101.6 35.0 104.9 NA NA 102: . 3 10 5 .1 NA 
lorth Platte 102:.0 103.6 68.3 105 .1 103.2: 143 .4 96. 7 102:.2: 99 .0 
Kearney 10 9 .2: 109,4 54 . 9 110.1 118 .8 12:2: .6 102:.7 108.1 NA 
ScottBbluff 105.5 106 .7 38 .8 104,4 109 . 5 108. 8 91. 7 102: . 3 108.5 
Norfolk 108.7 94.7 63.8 106.1 11'4.1 I Z2 .0 103.6 123 . 2: 111. 0 
Columbua 106.6 110.0 61.1 112.0 116 . 1 11 8 . 1 106.3 94.1 98 . 3 
McCook 110,4 101.9 19.9 Ill .6 114 .0 117.4 NA 112.8 10 4.4 
Sidney 104.2: 99. 1 463.5 105.9 8 1. 9 139 .8 107 .7 88.0 NA 
Alliance 108.6 112: . 5 146.2: 113 .2: 94.6 111.6 99.0 111 . 3 91.7 
Nebn.aka City 107 .0 120.8 44.9 102: .8 102 . 9 61.0 12:0.2 1 15.l NA 
So . Sioux City 115.2: 12:0.9 447. 3 99.9 12:4.8 NA NA 99 . 2 NA 
York 108.3 105.2: 160.5 104.5 113.4 12:2.2 108.2 92: .6 - -
Falla City 106.2: 103.0 112.1 96 .8 107.8 12:0. 1 108.9 104. 3 97.9 
Fairbury 101.0 100.2: 21. 4 103.9 100.4 108.8 99.3 93.1 108 . 3 
Ho ldre ge 107.8 NA 369 .6 106 .2: 104 .6 108 . 3 108 . 9 112: .6 75. 7 
Chadron 101.4 103.9 42.0 97 .9 109.1 103. I 103.1 8 7.4 NA 
Broken Bow 104.2: 147.8 93. 4 101.2: 108.5 101.8 102: . 1 109 ,4 104 .7 
DEC Per Cent o f Preceding Month (Unadjuated) 
State or City B .... Bui lding Reta il E le ct ric ity Ou Wate r P Oltal Newa pape r 
City Index De biU A ctivity Sale a Cona umed Cona umed Pumped Rece ipu Adve r Ua lng 
T-he State 10 7.2 107.7 97.7 131.8 106.2 113,4 97 .2: 163.1 10 1.6 
Beatrice 108 . 2 96,4 76.9 12:8.3 1 11.9 132: ,4 94.0 174.5 96.2: 
Om,ha 107.2 107 . 1 93.3 12:3.2 108.8 I I 1.0 101.8 12: 1. 1 94 .0 
Lincoln 11 3 .2 108 ,4 167.1 11 5 .9 103.5 125 . 1 95 .5 186 .7 96 . 1 
Grand Island 118.2: 1 15.2 117. 5 130 .4 101.3 146 .4 106 .4 157.1 
--
Ha at ing. 116.2: 115.7 79.9 12: 2. 9 1 18 . 9 134.9 79 .4 145.4 107 . 2: 
Fremont 1 10.6 103.0 93.9 138 .0 107.7 NA 93 .7 141.4 NA 
No rth Platte 1 15 .4 108.6 100 ,4 147.4 10 3 .6 179 .5 95 .8 145 .0 104 .2: 
Kearney 1) 1.0 126.5 85 .6 14 1.0 125 .5 147.7 88 .6 141.5 NA 
Scottabluff 111.8 98 .0 102 .1 118.6 90.9 128 . 3 70 .0 160. 3 12:8,4 
No rfolk 110.6 1 10.5 72:.6 142 .7 83.0 129 .4 94.7 183 .5 108.0 
Columbu. 110 .9 108 . 3 9 1.4 141.2 96.1 133 . 3 88,4 13 1. 3 107.8 
McCook 1 10 .8 98 . 3 10 1.8 132. . 5 103.3 127.2: NA 239 .2: 99. 8 
Sidne y 12:6.9 116.8 381 .1 150 . 9 97 .7 130 .8 68 .0 133.0 NA 
Alliance 109.5 102:.5 117.7 152 .6 94.6 1 10. 8 99.5 146.9 107.0 
'ebra aka City 114.6 115.8 80.7 12:3 .0 104.3 178 .7 104.9 179 .7 NA 
,). Sioux City 107.9 99 .2: 83.3 103.9 1 lO .7 NA NA 175.0 NA 
York 104.9 99.2: 78.0 131.7 98 .1 130 .6 83 . 3 135 . 1 
- -
Fal1a City il4,4 1\1.4 102: .7 142.9 109 .0 134.5 91. 7 168.6 90 . 9 
Fairbury 105 . 9 92:.5 66.7 137.9 98 .0 109 .5 98 .5 150 . 8 117.7 
Holdre ge 102.8 97.2 85.2: 133 .6 109.0 108 . 3 85. 7 173.8 96.9 
Chadron 102 .6 82 . 7 77 . 1 149 .0 95 . 1 117. 9 9 4. 8 12:5 .7 NA 
Bro ke n Bow 118.6 133.7 93.2: 129 . 1 11 0 .1 12:2:.8 101,4 15 1. 9 112.6 
(Continued from first page) years earlier and has changed in the rest of the country. 
little over the whole period covered. 
(4) The number of farms increased slowly from 1920 to 1935. then 
dropped at a more rapid rate for the next three decades. 3 
(5) The resulting increase in the average size of farms began sub-
sequent to 1925 and has continued without interruption for four 
decades. 
(6) With the exceptio n of the expa·nsion of irrigation . none of these 
changes during the decade 1954-1964 was as rapid in Nebraska 
as in the nation as a whole. 
The steady increase in size of farms, particularly since World 
War II , is clearly depicted in Table II. While there has not been 
much change in the proportion of the smaller farms (less than 50 
acres), there has been a marked decline in the proportion of those 
from 50 to 260 acres , and a corresponding increase in those above 
260. The decrease in the percentage in the modal group (100 to 
With regard to the other items in Table IV, however. the disparity 
between Nebraska and the rest of the nation is tending to narrow. 
The percentage of Nebraska farm operators in residence on the 
farm is lowe r than in the country as a whole, but is declining a bit 
less rapidly. Nebraska farmers are somewhat younger than the 
national average, but their average age and the proportion 65 years 
of age and over are increasing much faster than in the nation. The 
proportion of farm operators working 100 days or more per year 
off the farm is only about half the U. S. ave rage, but again the rate 
of increase is much higher than in the rest of the country. 
Table V presents the sources of Nebraska farm income. It shows 
that livestock and livestock products have regularly been far more 
important than crops in total sales. Within this grouping the cattle 
industry is by far the most important. Nebraska now ranks third 
among the state s of the nation in cattle (behind Texas and Iowa), 
260 acres) is particularly striking. In fact , the next larger group sixth in hogs , fourth in corn, seventh in wheat, third in s o rghum 
(260-499 acres) has n ow become the modal group. There are now grain, and sixth in total cash receipts from farm production. The 
more farms in Nebraska above 2 ,000 acres in size than there are 
below 10 acres, and more than 100/0 of the farms are 1,000 acres 
or more. 
The trend toward increasing size is shown even more strikingly 
in Table III, where the comparison is in terms of number of acres 
rather than size of farms. Uninterrupted even by the great depres-
sion, this trend has continued inexorably throughout the entire per-
iod covered by the Table. The proportion of agricultural land in 
farms of less than 260 acres has dropped from nearly 300/0 to less 
than 11"/0. It will be noted from Tables II and III together that the 
smallest 130/0 of the farms contain less than 10/0 of the acreage and 
that 430/0 of the farms have only 100/0 of the acreage. At the other 
end of the scale, the largest 100/0 of the farms now contain half the 
farm acreage of the state . 
I t was pointed out above that the changes in most of the char-
acte ristics of agriculture shown in Table I we re n ot as rapid in 
Nebraska as in the rest of the nation during the 1954-64 decade. In 
these respects, therefore, the disparity between state and nation in 
agriculture is growing . The same appears to be true when we ex-
amine the tenancy status of farm o perators , shown in Table IV . 
Farm tenancy is higher in Nebraska and is not declining as fast as 
3A small part of the decrease in the number of farms is a result 
of changes in the Census definition of a farm. The principal effect 
was in 1959. The changes affect only the smallest farms and have 
no significant effect on any of the other figures. 
TABLE II 
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF NEBRASKA FARMS 
BY SIZE 1920-1964 
Less 1, 000 2 , 000 
than 100 - 260- 500- acres acres 
10 10-49 50-99 259 499 999 or or 
acres acres acres acres acres acres m ore more 
1920 1.4 4.3 9.0 52.0 20.8 7.8 4.7 NA 
1925 2.3 4.9 8.6 51.8 20.8 7.4 4.2 NA 
1930 2.9 5.0 7.8 50.0 21. 7 8.0 4.6 NA 
1935 4 .0 5.9 8.0 48.1 21.4 7.9 4.7 NA 
1940 3.6 5.3 7.7 46.2 23.0 8.8 5.5 NA 
1945 4.1 5.4 6.4 42.9 25.1 9.7 6.4 NA 
1950 4.2 5.2 6.4 42.4 25.1 9.9 6.7 NA 
1954 4.3 4.7 5.7 40.3 26.8 10.6 7.5 NA 
1959 2.8 5.2 5.6 35.6 29.5 12.5 8.8 3.5 
1964* 3.0 4.9 5.5 29.9 30.5 15.2 10.8 4.2 
NA - Not available. 
* Preliminary. 
Source: Computed from U. S. Dept. of Commerce, ~ Q!, 
A~ricultur!: . 
five commodities listed re present the state IS leading agricultural 
products in o rder of importance. 4 
Not only do livestock and livestock products greatly exceed crops 
in total sales value, but their relative importance has been increas-
ing substantially. In 1954 their sales were less than twice as great 
as crops, in 1959 more than twice as great , and in 1964 they were 
threatening to triple crop sales. From 195 9 to 1963, in fact , crop 
sales declined not only in relative importance but in total dollar 
value as well. In the 1954-1964 decade sales of livestock and live-
stock products increased 680/0 in Nebraska , but only 530/0 in the 
nation as a whole, whereas crop sales rose 200/0 in Nebraska and 
340/0 in the nation. 
With the total sales of farm products increasing and the numbe r 
of farms declining, sales per farm , of course , show a spectacular 
growth. This figure mo re than doubled from 1950 to 1964 and 
nearly doubled from 1954 to 1964. The increase for the decade in 
4U.S. Dept. of Agriculture, mm ~ (a supplement to the July, 
1966 Farm Income Situation) August 1966 p 5 
TABLE III 
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF NEBRASKA LAND 
IN FARMS BY SIZE OF FARM 1920-1964 
Less 1,000 2 ,000 
than 100 - 260- 500- acres acres 
10 10-49 50-99 259 499 999 or or 
acres acres acres acres acres acres n}ore more 
1920 - 0.4 2.1 26.5 21.5 15.8 33.7 NA 
1925 - 0.4 2.0 27.2 22.1 15.5 32.7 NA 
1930 - 0.4 1.8 25.3 22.2 15.8 34.5 NA 
1935 0.1 0.4 1.8 24.1 21.6 15.5 36.5 NA 
1940 - 0.3 1.5 20.7 21.0 15.4 41.0 NA 
1945 - 0.3 1.1 18.1 20.8 15.7 43.9 NA 
1950 - 0.3 1.1 17.3 20.2 15.4 45.5 NA 
1954 - 0.3 0.9 15.7 20.2 15.6 47.3 NA 
1959 - 0.2 0.8 12.4 20.0 16.4 50.2 36.4 
1964'" - 0.2 0.7 9.3 18.4 17.7 53.7 38.7 
- Less than 0.050/0. 
NA - Not available. 
* Preliminary. 
Source: C omputed from U.S. Dept. of C ommerce, ~ cl 
e.J~:ri~u1tur~ . 1964 acreage in each size class (not 
given in the preliminary census report) was c omputed 
by multiplying number of farms i n each class in 1964 
by average size farm in each class as computed from 
1959 census. This method , suggested by N olan Waller 
in Mississiepi Business , December , 1964 (University, 
Miss.), produced an error of less than 1 / 2 of 10/0 in 
t otal farm acreage f o r 1964, which seems to indicate 
that it is fairly accurate. 
, 
( 
Nebraska was more than 90%. Since the number of farms declined 
much more rapidly in the nation than in the state . however, the 
jump in sales per farm was even greater - 1170/0 - for the country 
as a whole. 
The most remarkable achievement of Nebraska agriculture re-
ve a1ed by the census data has been the substantial increase in 
income produced . The total value of Nebraska farm products sold 
increased by more than 50% in the 1954-1964 decade and by more 
than 70% from 1950 to 1964. These increases were significantly 
greater than in the nation as a whole. Moreover . this gain does 
not reflect price increases , for as a matter of fact prices received 
by farmers were l ower for both crops and livestock in 1964 than 
in 1954; for the principal industry - livestock - 1964 prices were 
lower than in either 1950 or 1954. 5 
Since this lar ge growth in total value of sale s was achieved in 
spite of lower prices, with virtually no change in total farm acre-
age, and with a decrease of 21% in farm employment from 1954 to 
1964, it seems t o represent a real increase in productivity per 
acre and per person. The productivity gain can be explained as re-
sulting from increased mechanization, improved varieties and tech-
TABLE IV 
CHARACTERLSTICS OF NEBRASKA FARM OPERATORS 
1930-1964 
Working 
Residing 100 Days 65 Years 
on or More of Age Average 
Farms Tenants Off Farm and Over Age 
(%) (%) {%l {%l 
1930 NA 47.1 4.0 6.8 NA 
1935 NA 49.3 4.5 NA NA 
1940 93.3 52 .B 6.1 9.7 46.2 
1945 94.B 47.5 4.9 10.2 46.9 
1950 93.6 38 .9 7.7 9.3 45.9 
1954 92.B 3B.6 9.1 11. 3 47.1 
1959 91.3 35.9 11.2 12.3 48.1 
1964* 89 .6 30.5 13.5 13.6 49.2 
Percentage 
Change 
1954-1964 
Nebr. -3.4 - 21.0 + 48.4 + 20.4 + 4.5 
U.S. - 3.7 - 28.7 + 14.9 + 4.8 + 1. 8 
NA - Not available. 
* - Preliminary. 
Source: U.S. De pt. of Commerce ~ 5ll A,zricultur!>,. 
niques stemming from intensive research efforts. and greater man- a matter of fact, the growth in sales has been greater since 1964 
age rial skills. To the extent that this is true, it represents a solid than in previous years. 
achievement to which Nebraska agriculture can point with great 
pride. There is as yet no sign of any abatement in this growth. As 
5U . S. Department of Agriculture , Agricultural prices, Jan. 15 , 
1966, p. 6. The index numbers of prices received by farmers are 
as follows (l957 -59 = 100): 
1950 
1954 
, 1959 
1964 
All 
Crops 
104 
lOB 
99 
106 
Livestock 
and Products 
lOB 
97 
100 
91 
All Farm 
Products 
107 
102 
99 
98 
Unfortunately, however, there is one factor overlooked in the pre-
ceding analysis. This is the substantial increase in farm subsidy 
payments . The present article is confined to a presentation of in-
formation made available by the Census of Agriculture. There are 
numerous othe r sources of information on agricultural income, 
which will be analyzed in greater detail in a sub'sequent issue . 
At that time the question of the extent to which government subsi-
dies have contributed to the apparent increase in productivity of 
Nebraska agriculture will be examined. E. S. WALLACE 
TABLE V 
VALUE OF NEBRASKA FARM PRODUCTS SOLD 1950-1964 
Percent Incr'ease 
1950 1954 1959 1964" 1954-1964 
Nebraska U.S. 
Total (millions of dollars) 777.0 872..0 1,197.5 1 .334.5 53.0 43.3 
Crops (millions of dollars) 260.6 308.5 393 .3 371. 7 20.5 34.3 
Livestock and Products (millions of dollars) 516.4 573.5 804.2 962.7 67.9 53.3 
Poultry and Products " " " 40.4 28.6 27.0 25.2 - 11.9 59.6 
Dairy Products " " " 34.0 35 .9 39.9 48.7 35.7 39.1 
Proportion of Livestock and Products to Total Sales (percent) 66.5 65.8 67.2 72. .1 9.6 10.7 
Average Sales per Farm (thousands of dollars) 7.2 8.7 13.3 16.6 90.8 117.0 
* Preliminary. 
Source: U.S. Dept. of Commerc.e, ~ ~ f.il:~S;~l.tul:~. 
REV I EWS 
~ ~!.2r Security, a Symposium, Edited by E. J. Faulkner, 
University of Nebraska Press, 1966. Hardbound. $5.00. 
Reader interest in the seven major presentations from the 8ym-
posium "Man's Quest for Security" held on the University campus 
some time ago is enhanced by the candid and often trenchant com-
ments of University faculty members and others who served as 
discussants, which are also reproduced in this handsome volume. 
The symposium was co -sponsored by the University and the Wood-
Dr. Charles H . Patterson, Dr. Robert H. Hurlbutt III, Dr. Jasper 
B. Shannon, Dr. Campbell R. McConnell, and Dr. Curtis M. Elliott 
from the Lincoln campus, and Dr. Robert J. Stein from the College 
of Medicine. 
(
' I men Accident and Life Company of Lincoln whose President, Mr. 
E. J. Faulkner, has edited the published papers and comments. 
Scholars representing such diverse fields as sociology, philos-
In introductory remarks Chancellor Clifford M. Hardin points 
out that man alone has sought to unravel the mysteries of his envi-
ronment and his place in it, has been concerned about his reasor. 
for being, and has forever explored for new knowledge, reviewec 
his findings, and from time to time readjusted his concepts. ThE 
Chancellor emphasizes the value and potential of educational pro· 
jects co-sponsored by universities and institutions of the busines~ 
world as the quest continues toward a final goal of winning secur· 
ity of the mind and spirit, as well as the body. 
ophy. psychiatry, political science, economics, insurance, and mili-
tary science developed the theme of the symposium. Faculty mem-
bers whose comments appear in the book include Dr. Alan P. Bates , D. S 
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, the Rich and the Poor People Live, Hoyt, Urban Land Insti- U N I V E R SIT Y 
echnical Bulletin 55, Washington, D.C., 1966. $4.00. 
o F NEBRASKA NEW S 
1 income areas set urban growth patterns because high in-
or "fashionable" residential areas tend to move outward in 
,me direction from the central city over a period of years, 
ding to this newly published report of the Urban Land Insti-
The author shows that this directional trend holds even when 
>pment occurs in suburban areas outside corporate city lim-
bulletin was written by Dr. Homer Hoyt, a well-known land 
mist and appraiser. Based on his sector theory of d.,velop-
it delineates in map form residential locations of both high 
,w income groups in 41 different urban areas. 
:i developers, land owners, investors, appraisers, and lend-
,titutions use directional growth studies such as this because 
r income areas set a pattern for urban growth and develop-
Lower income areas, on the other hand, indicate where 
mic stimulation is needed or is likely to take place. 
Urban Land Institute is a private, non-profit research or-
lI'ublished three times in January, February, September, October, and December, aile 
wice in other months, by the University of Nebraska Office of Publications, Nebrask, 
!Hall, Lincoln, Nebraska 68508, Second class postage paid at Lincoln, Nebraska. 
Vol. 46 Lincoln, Nebr., February 17, 1967 No. 19 
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This view looks inward to the sources of growth in a particular 
region. It assumes that regions contribute unevenly to the pool of 
ingredients that makes for economic progress in a nation as a 
ation devoted to effective urban planning and development whole. A region fails to develop in part because it cannot seize 
tis, its most recent study, should be of particular interest 
laha and Lincoln residents who are concerned about urban 
h. 
D. S. 
THE SOURCES OF REGIONAL GROWTH 
,llowing article is conde.'1sed from a paper delivered by Dr. 
nin Chinitz, former Deputy Assistant Secretary of Commerce, 
e the National Fall Confe rence of the American Marketing 
iation, and is reprinted by permission from the November, 
is sue of Economic Development, published by the U. S. De-
ent of Commerce. 
1e late 1950 's and the early 1960 's when the national economy 
perating far below capacity, economists explained the varia-
1 regional economic performance in basically two ways. 
mployment was high in some areas, according to one view, 
se of severe problems of adjustment to rapidly changing tech-
r and demands. 
other view was that regional problems reflected the under-
national problem of insufficient total demand to gene rate full 
)yment. 
" following five years of sustained growth, the rate of unem-
lent has dipped below the 4-percent level. Indeed, the rate 
lllen sharply in many areas thought to suffer from "chronic" 
ployment. But high unemployment persists elsewhere, and 
is no evidence that the boom has reduced the income inequal-
upon opportunities in the national economy, but. it also fails in part 
because it contributes less to the flow of opportunities in the na-
tional economy. 
How is it possible to sustain such a view of regional growth when 
people, capital, and products can flow freely between regions? 
A region is, after all, not like a nation. There are no legal bar-
riers to trade or migration between regions in the United States. 
But evidence indicate s that the informational and institutional re-
quirements of a free market system - which would guarantee the 
optimum spatial allocation of economic activity and the maximum 
contribution of each region to the national economy - are clearl 
not being met, 
This conclusion may seem to contradict the dramatic progress 
in the arts of transportation and communication. But other devel-
opments have introduced new dimensions of immobility and inten-
sified the need for communication. 
Most important, an even larger proportion of the Gross National 
Product now flows through the public sector of the economy. 
A second factor is the changing structure of the private system. 
Resource-related activities are diminishing rapidly in relative 
importance; manufacturing is much less influenced in its location 
by natural resources; and service industries are expanding most 
rapidly. The "obvious" determinants of location - geography and 
transportation - have become less important, 
regions. The role of marketing in the Federal economic development pro-
> things are evident. It is clear that the "regional" problem gram is very clear and quite criticaL The problem is to identify 
;ravated by any faltering of the national economy. But it is opportunities for profitable private development in EDA-designated 
;rue that regional differences persist even in a vigorously areas and to support such development with investments in private 
lng and expanding economy. and public capitaL 
view of regional economic growth is that regions participate Part of the problem is the resource base and the availability of 
or less in national growth in the proportion that they enjoy factors of production at favorable prices, Another part of the 
solute cost advantage in the provision of goods and services problem is the identification of markets for the output. I t is com-
nded by consumers, producers and governments. The free mon for the Economic Development Administration to contract for 
et guarantees that employers will seek out locations with marketing studies prior to making an investment of Federal Funds. 
ute cost advantages. Thus, a region's destiny is ultimately In a larger sense, the challenge is to market the assets of desif 
mined by the free play of market forces. nated areas - assets that may be missed because the area has a 
alternative viewof the proces s of regional development place s general aura of decline. The planners and the economists are hard 
:ierably more emphasis on internal influences: The quality of at work to uncover the potential for development in EDA-designated 
preneurial talent; the propensity to invest; the quality of edu- redevelopment areas, But the marketing experts have to translate 
1; the efficiency with which regional assets are managed. their findings to potential entrepreneurs and potential custome rs. 
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